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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft 
RMP/EIS and therefore requires no response from Reclamation. Because it is not comment 
material, it is not included in the Final RMP/EIS, but it will be included in the administrative 
record for this project and is available upon request. 

Responses to Comment R-1 

R-1-1 
The RMP/EIS recognizes that recreation must be compatible with the project purpose of water 
supply. Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final RMP/EIS have been revised to provide additional 
background about the project purposes, including recreation.  

This issue, as well as currency of data in the EIS, sources of mitigation funding, and place of use 
related to Plan Area water supply, is discussed further in subsequent responses to more specific 
comments in this letter.  

R-1-2 
This introductory comment is addressed in subsequent responses to specific comments in this 
letter. See the responses to Comments R-1-17 through R-1-20. 

R-1-3 
The Draft EIS proposes three alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the proposed action 
and are compatible with the objective to operate Cachuma Lake for water delivery. The range of 
impacts from the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1), Enhanced Recreation Alternative 
(Preferred Alternative), and Expanded Recreation Alternative (Alternative 3) is described in 
Section 4. The Preferred Alternative is distinguished from Alternative 3 by having fewer and 
lower-magnitude environmental impacts. 

R-1-4 
The comment is noted. The general comments about impacts to water quality and quantity are 
addressed in responses to more specific comments below. 

R-1-5 
Reclamation’s efforts to solicit and consider local views on the RMP are described in EIS 
Section 2.2.4 and the Public Scoping Report (URS 2006a), which is incorporated by reference 
into the EIS. A discussion of the public outreach efforts and activities for the Draft RMP/EIS has 
been added to Section 2.2.4. 

Although County Parks is not a formally designated cooperating agency, it participated in the 
NEPA process at the earliest possible time by: 

• Participating in the scoping process;  
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• Helping to develop background information for the EIS and reviewing environmental 
analyses, including portions of the EIS for which County Parks has special expertise; and  

• Making staff support available at the lead agency’s request to enhance the lead agency’s 
interdisciplinary capabilities.  

County Parks also reviewed and commented on the Administrative and Public Draft RMP/EIS. 
Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS provided by County Parks are presented in Comment R-3; 
Reclamation’s responses follow the letter. 

The comments about potential inconsistencies with existing land uses and failure to consider 
state law are addressed in the responses to Comments R-1-6 and R-1-7, respectively. 

R-1-6 
Section 3.8.1.1 of the Final RMP/EIS has been revised to include details about applicable land 
use and zoning policies, including the AG-100 zone referenced in the comment. This zone 
(designated in current Santa Barbara County mapping as “100-AG”) has been replaced in other 
parts of the county with the newer designations of AG-I, AG-II, AG-III, etc. under the Ordinance 
661 Consistency Rezone Project. While the residual 100-AG zoning designation does not include 
recreational uses other than riding, the current equivalent agricultural zone (AG-II-100) allows 
for a greater range of rural recreation with a Conditional Use Permit (such as recreational camps, 
hostels, campgrounds, retreats, guest ranches, trout farms, rifle ranges, and duck shooting farms, 
for example). The Plan Area is composed of federal lands that are not subject to county 
regulations (personal communication with Derek Johnson, Santa Barbara County Planning & 
Development, Long Range Planning Division). However, proposed RMP management actions 
are consistent with applicable Santa Barbara County planning policies and reinforce county goals 
for land use and preservation. 

R-1-7 
The proposed action is implementation of the RMP, not a local management contract. Therefore, 
CEQA analysis is not required. This EIS deals only with federal actions, not County of Santa 
Barbara actions should the County become the local managing partner. As stated in EIS Section 
2.4.2.2, depending on the potential for significant impacts, the local managing partner will likely 
to have to conduct CEQA analysis for new activities or facilities that would be implemented 
under the RMP.  

The reference to CEQA in the public notice was an editorial error that was corrected in 
subsequent notice materials.  

R-1-8  
The EIS is a programmatic document, as specified in Section 1.3 and elsewhere. The 
environmental analysis of potential future activities and facilities is specific where possible and 
where a project footprint has been identified. Where the exact footprint of an activity or facility 
has not been determined, the EIS makes informed projections about what types of effects could 
result from construction and operation of an action. For example, the exact location of one or 
more new trails has not been determined, but in Section 4.4.7, Impact BI-3 identifies the 
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foreseeable effects that would be associated with the construction of new trails, and Mitigation 
BI-3 lists measures that would be implemented that have been shown to be effective.  

Contrary to the comment, Alternative 2, the Preferred Alternative, would not substantially 
expand recreation. Furthermore, implementation of any new activity or facility would only take 
place if demand warranted and if funding was available. In California v. Block (690 F.2d 753, 
761 [9th Cir. 1983]), the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals states: "The critical inquiry . . . for a 
large scale, multi-step project is not whether the project's site specific impact should be evaluated 
in detail, but when such detailed evaluation should occur. . .. When a programmatic EIS has 
already been prepared, we have held that site-specific impacts need not be fully evaluated until a 
'critical decision' has been made to act on site development. This threshold is reached when, as a 
practical matter, the agency proposes to make an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of the 
availability of resources to a project at a particular site." In the case of the RMP, no critical 
decision to act on any of the proposed activities or facilities has been made. 

The RMP identifies suitable types of activities and development for different parts of the Plan 
Area but does not obligate the local managing partner to implement those activities and 
developments. As stated in Section 2.4.2.1, new or modified recreational uses would be 
considered based on (1) sufficient public demand, (2) sufficient staffing and funding to manage 
the new or modified uses in accordance with the RMP, and (3) potential for increased public 
benefits and use. Such actions would also require a tiered level of environmental review that 
would evaluate the specific impacts of the action and identify appropriate mitigation. In addition, 
Section 2.4.2.1 of the Final RMP/EIS has been revised to state that the local managing partner 
has the option of continuing existing uses based on the three factors listed above. 

The Final RMP/EIS has been updated to include additional information about biological 
resources (invasive mussels, stocking and fisheries, steelhead protection and genetic makeup), 
water quality (nonconformant boat engines), air quality, greenhouse gases and climate change, 
and other resources, as well as additional discussion of reasonable mitigation measures and 
impact conclusions after the application of mitigation. Also see the response to Comment R-1-14 
in regard to mitigation.  

R-1-9 
See the response to Comment R-1-1. The statement in the Draft RMP/EIS that public recreation 
is an incidental benefit of the Cachuma Project was based on language in the Federal Water 
Project Recreation Act regarding cost sharing between federal and nonfederal partners (Section 
3(a) of Public Law [PL] 89-72, 89th Congress, S.1229, July 9, 1965, 79 Stat. 213, 214; as 
amended by Public Law 93-251, March 7, 1974, 88 Stat. 33, Sec. 77; and Public Law 102-575, 
October 30, 1992, 106 Stat. 4690, Title XXVIII). The use of the term “incidental recreation” in 
PL 89-72 and the Draft RMP/EIS does not indicate that recreation is a subordinate purpose of 
any Reclamation project. In fact, PL 89-72 states that “full consideration shall be given to the 
opportunities, if any, which the project affords for outdoor recreation and for fish and wildlife 
enhancement” (Section 1). “This allocation of costs and water supply to recreation or fish and 
wildlife purposes allows these uses to be considered and planned for in their own right, rather 
than as incidental uses of facilities which are authorized for other purposes” (Memorandum: 
Authorization and Cost Share Requirements for Facilities Provided for Under PL 89-72, U.S. 
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Department of the Interior, Office of the Solicitor, January 27, 1995; emphasis added). 
Therefore, the policy set forth in PL 89-72 makes recreation an approved, primary purpose of 
Reclamation projects. The text of the Final RMP/EIS has been modified to clarify this point. 

Reclamation believes that the goals of protecting water quality and enhancing natural resources 
and recreation opportunities can both be achieved. The purpose and need includes providing 
recreational opportunities to meet the demands of a growing, diverse population and ensuring 
recreational diversity and the quality of the recreational experience. These objectives are 
consistent with the stated Congressional policy in PL 89-72. The Preferred Alternative identified 
in the Final EIS is protective of water quality in Cachuma Lake. Specific comments about water 
quality are addressed in subsequent responses. 

R-1-10 
The Draft RMP/EIS considered the potential enhancement of recreation in response to numerous 
comments received during the public scoping period that requested additional recreational 
opportunities. The comments are summarized in EIS Table 2-1, detailed in EIS Section 3.9.3.1, 
and presented in the Public Scoping Report (URS 2006a), which is incorporated by reference 
into the EIS.  Several comments on the Draft RMP/EIS from individuals requested body contact, 
trail enhancement, and other recreational opportunities (see Comments I-1-1 through I-71-1).  

The comment that the EIS describes population growth in the surrounding counties as “low” is 
inaccurate. The Final EIS states that Santa Barbara and Los Angeles counties are projected to 
have lower growth rates up to the year 2030 (approximately 20 percent) in comparison to the 
projected State of California growth rate (approximately 34 percent) (Section 4.9.4). Therefore, 
the statement in Section 4.9.4 that “growth in recreational demand for Cachuma Lake is 
somewhat unknown, although some growth is assumed” is considered reasonable and justified.  

The RMP does cite some decreases in boating in the Plan Area. Current vehicle count data 
indicate that the annual number of vehicles entering the Plan Area has been increasing (see Final 
RMP/EIS Section 3.10.2). The planning horizon for the RMP is for 20 years after a Record of 
Decision is issued on the EIS. Therefore, the RMP seeks to identify trends over a longer period 
than a few years. Trend variations will inevitably take place. As stated in Section 2.4.2.1 and 
elsewhere in the document, the local managing partner has the option of option of continuing 
existing uses or pursuing new or modified recreational uses based on public demand, sufficient 
funding, and potential for increased public benefits and use. 

R-1-11 
Reclamation disagrees with the comment that none of the alternatives would enhance the 
protection of water quality. Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would impose a timed phaseout of 
nonconformant marine engines, whereas the No Action Alternative would not. The Preferred 
Alternative (Alternative 2) would impose a shorter phaseout for nonconformant engines than 
Alternative 3 (2 vs. 5 years) and would not allow the body contact proposed in Alternative 3. 
Moreover, the water quality testing regime proposed in Mitigation WQ-1 for both action 
alternatives could impose a phaseout of nonconformant engines within 6 months if pollutants are 
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found to exceed state limits. Reclamation considers the Preferred Alternative to be protective of 
water quality.  

The comment that both action alternatives generate more impacts than the No Action Alternative 
even with mitigation is not supported by the impact analysis. In many cases, the impacts of the 
action alternatives before the implementation of mitigation are essentially the same as for the No 
Action Alternative. In some cases (Impacts SG-4, BI-8, and R-3), the impacts of the No Action 
Alternative are greater than the residual impacts of the action alternatives, either because a 
current condition continues or is not addressed by the mitigation proposed for the action 
alternatives.   

In regard to the assumed need for recreation being at odds with the primary purpose of water 
supply, it should be noted that no recreational activities or facilities would be implemented 
unless demand was warranted and funding was available. In contrast, the water supply function 
would continue regardless.  

The Final EIS has been revised to include new Section 2.9, which discusses the reasons that an 
alternative that would reduce recreational opportunities in the Plan Area was eliminated from 
detailed study. 

R-1-12 
The range of alternatives considered in the EIS addresses the issues and concerns raised by the 
public. As shown in Table 2-1 and the Public Scoping Document (URS, 2006a), a wide range of 
comments was received during public scoping, not only in regard to water quality but recreation, 
land use, grazing, and other issues. Some commenters expressed support for waterskiing and 
other body contact.    

The comment states that the alternatives and mitigation measures contain unrealistic provisions, 
citing the construction of a water treatment plant to allow for body contact swimming. Although 
body contact will not be allowed in the Preferred Alternative, it should be noted that some water 
bodies that serve as drinking water reservoirs allow body contact. In California, body contact is 
allowed in Modesto, Nacimiento, Sly Park, Bear Lake, and Canyon Lake reservoirs, as well as 
San Diego County reservoirs, provided that specific treatment conditions are met (California 
Health and Safety Code Sections 115825–115850). The comment does not clarify what other 
provisions are unrealistic.  

As stated in Section 2.4.2.1, new or modified recreational uses would be considered based on 
sufficient public demand, sufficient staffing and funding to manage the new or modified uses in 
accordance with the RMP, and potential for increased public benefits and use. Such actions 
would also require a tiered level of environmental review that would reference this programmatic 
document. That additional environmental review would identify the source of funding. Note also 
that mitigation would be included in any future project if needed, and the funding would cover 
both project and mitigation costs. The responsibility for funding, designing, and implementing 
(or constructing) the management actions and improvement projects will be specified in an 
agreement with the local managing partner. The source of funding will depend on many factors 
that will vary over the planning period, such as use fees, availability of grants, etc.  
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Reclamation believes that the Preferred Alternative is responsive to public comments and 
protective of water quality. The comment does not clarify which actions under Alternatives 2 and 
3 entail conflicts with water quality. Specific comments about such conflicts are addressed in 
subsequent responses. 

R-1-13 
The Final EIS has been revised to include new Section 2.9, which discusses the reasons that an 
alternative that would reduce recreational opportunities in the Plan Area was eliminated from 
detailed study. The RMP is a program-level document that identifies suitable types of activities 
and development for different parts of the Plan Area but does not obligate the local managing 
partner to implement those activities and developments. As stated in the response to Comment 
R-1-12, new or modified recreational uses would be considered based on sufficient public 
demand, sufficient staffing and funding to manage the new or modified uses in accordance with 
the RMP, and potential for increased public benefits and use.  Moreover, existing uses or new 
recreational uses or activities may also be discontinued (see Section 2.4.2.1). 

That being the case, the Alternative 4 proposed in the comment is similar to the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Final EIS, and the Preferred Alternative includes many of the 
proposed Alternative 4 elements. Alternatives 5 and 6 are versions of the Preferred Alternative 
with improvements to infrastructure and limited recreation expansion, respectively. The 
Alternative 7 proposed in the comment, which would analyze enhanced recreation outside of the 
Plan Area, would not satisfy the purpose of the RMP, which is to guide future actions in the Plan 
Area. In addition, Reclamation does not have jurisdiction in several of the lakes given as 
examples for Alternative 7.  

Reclamation notes the comment in Footnote 6 that certain activities should be excluded under 
any alternative. Body contact will not be allowed under the Preferred Alternative, and 
nonconformant marine engines will be phased out within 2 years. The Preferred Alternative 
would not increase equestrian use in the Plan Area; no additional equestrian trails or access is 
proposed, and the current permit program for equestrian access on the North Shore would 
continue. Finally, the Preferred Alternative would not expand boating capacities beyond No 
Action conditions: the motorized boat density would remain at 40 BAOT at minimum pool and 
120 BAOT at maximum pool.   

It should also be noted that, as stated in Section 2.4.2, existing uses or new recreational uses or 
activities allowed under the RMP may also be discontinued in the future at the discretion of the 
local managing partner if demand decreases, the activity is not economically viable, new security 
or safety considerations arise, and/or unforeseen significant environmental impacts occur that 
cannot be mitigated. 

R-1-14 
The Final EIS includes additional discussion of reasonable mitigation measures in Sections 4.1.7 
(invasive mussels), 4.2.7 (air quality during construction and operation of facilities implemented 
under the RMP), 4.3.7 (grazing management), and 4.4.7 (Southern California DPS steelhead). 
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These additional discussions do not change the conclusions of the Final EIS. Note that body 
contact in Cachuma Lake will not be allowed under the Preferred Alternative.   

The RMP provides detailed mitigation measures where appropriate. As stated above, the RMP is 
a programmatic document. Implementing specific actions under the RMP would require a tiered 
level of environmental review that would reference this programmatic document.  

The comment states that funding is an issue, and any action that may have a significant impact 
without mitigation should be rejected because the entities that ultimately implement the actions 
under the RMP will likely not have the necessary funds. The comment also states that 
Reclamation must take responsibility for performing and/or funding the mitigation.   

Mitigation would be included, if needed, in any future action implemented under the RMP. 
Funding for the action would have to cover both implementation and mitigation costs. The 
responsibility for funding, designing, and implementing (or constructing) the management 
actions and improvement projects will be specified in an agreement with the local managing 
partner. The source of funding will depend on many factors that will vary over the planning 
period, such as use fees, availability of grants, etc. Reclamation’s ability to share costs is subject 
to federal funding and congressional appropriations. 

R-1-15 
As stated in the response to Comment R-1-08, the Final EIS has been updated to include 
additional data pertinent to the evaluation for biological resources, water quality, air quality, 
greenhouse gases and climate change, and other resources. The additional data do not change the 
conclusions of the EIS and have been used to address the No Action and action alternatives.  

In regard to the comment about gasoline compounds and total dissolved solids (TDS), Section 
3.1.2.1 of the Final RMP/EIS has been revised to include updated information about levels of 
TDS, Cryptosporidium, and gasoline compounds. The information was updated using detailed 
water quality data for Cachuma Lake from the City of Santa Barbara Public Works Department, 
which are included in Appendix A. 

A list of federal special-species in the Plan Area was confirmed with the USFWS in February 
2010. Protocol-level species surveys would be conducted when projects and their exact locations 
are identified. Species surveys have an “expiration date,” and performing them too early would 
render them obsolete.   

The RMP Guidebook language allows for additional data gathering but does not mandate it. Any 
facilities developed under the RMP must undergo additional environmental review. However, 
funding and demand for the facility must exist to justify additional data gathering and 
investigation.   

The comment is correct that the RMP will have a planning horizon of 20 years. However, the 
RMP will not go into effect until the environmental clearance process is completed and a Record 
of Decision is issued. The text of Section 1.3 has been revised to state that the planning horizon 
will begin when a Record of Decision is issued. 
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The comment refers to a delay between the alternative development process and the 
environmental process. The existing conditions sections and impact analyses were updated 
before the Draft RMP/EIS was issued, and additional information has been incorporated in 
response to public comments on the Draft RMP/EIS. None of the updated information resulted in 
the identification of new alternatives.  

R-1-16 
Reclamation acknowledges the approval and implementation of the 2004 Final EIS/EIR for the 
Fisheries Management Plan/Biological Opinion as well as the development of the NMFS 
Steelhead Recovery Plan and accompanying outline. Section 2.5.5 of the Final RMP/EIS has 
been revised to state that the stocking program at Cachuma Lake will comply with the NMFS 
2007 Recovery Plan Outline and resulting Recovery Plan, when it is published. Sections 3.4.4.2 
and 4.4.7 of the Final EIS have been revised to discuss the 2007 Recovery Plan Outline, the plan 
in development, and the conformity of RMP fisheries management actions with Recovery Plan 
provisions. Section 1.1.4 of the Final EIS has been revised to include additional information 
about the ongoing consultation with NMFS.  

As stated in EIS Section 1.1, the 3-foot increase in the maximum lake level (which was an 
outcome of the 2004 Final EIS/EIR) was assumed as part of current and future conditions. 

R-1-17 
The following sections of the Final EIS have been revised to include additional information 
about the consequences of a quagga or zebra mussel invasion: 

• 3.4.4.2, “Invasive Species” subsection (general information about invasive mussels) 

• 3.9.2.2 (updated watercraft inspection protocol) 

• 4.1.3 (potential impacts to Plan Area water quality, infrastructure, and downstream water 
quality) 

• 4.1.7 (additional mitigation, including funding) 

• 4.4.3.2, “Fisheries and Aquatic Resources” subsection (impacts on steelhead and other 
endangered species) 

• 4.4.7 (revised impacts and mitigation)  

The definition of the Plan Area remains as it was established in the Draft RMP/EIS; however, the 
Final RMP/EIS has been revised to discuss downstream facilities (Sections 1.1.2 and 1.1.4), 
planning principles related to downstream water quality and endangered species protection 
(Section 2.2.2), and impact thresholds related to downstream water quality and endangered 
species protection (Sections 4.1.1 and 4.4.2). The additional information about quagga and zebra 
mussel impacts described above also includes impacts downstream of Cachuma Lake.  

The maximum allowed boat densities would be the same for the Preferred Alternative and the No 
Action Alternative (see Table 2-4). Potential increases in boat use would be slight and would be 
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associated with increased visitation from forecasted population growth in Santa Barbara County 
(Section 4.4.4.2). 

As stated in Section 4.1.3 of the Final RMP/EIS, recreational watercraft use at Cachuma Lake is 
not the only means by which invasive mussels could be introduced to the Plan Area. Continued 
implementation of the vessel inspection and quarantine program at Cachuma Lake would reduce 
the potential for inadvertent transfer of invasive mussels via recreational watercraft that are 
currently allowed under all alternatives, and other reasonable measures are described in 
Mitigation WQ-6.  

R-1-18 
The comment raises two issues related to the interaction of introduced fish with native fish 
populations, particularly in regard to Southern California steelhead: predation and stocking. Each 
issue is discussed in detail below. Additional information has also been added to Sections 3.4.5.2 
and 4.4.7 of the Final RMP/EIS. 

Potential for Predation of Steelhead by Predatory Fish in the Santa Ynez River Downstream 
of Cachuma Lake 
Historically, the Santa Ynez River had one of the largest steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) runs 
in southern California (NMFS undated).  Steelhead in the Santa Ynez River are within the 
Southern California Coast Distinct Population Segment (DPS), are listed as endangered species 
under the FESA, and are considered a species of special concern by the State of California. 
Steelhead within the Santa Ynez River face many challenges including predation by stocked 
game fish.  This response addresses the potential for predation on steelhead within the Santa 
Ynez River by game fish stocked in Cachuma Lake.  

Cachuma Lake contains nonnative centrarchids including largemouth bass (Micropterus 
salmoides), smallmouth bass (M. dolomieui) and spotted bass (M. punctulatus).  According to 
Mitch Medeiros, park operations manager, no bass have been stocked in Cachuma Lake in over 
30 years, and may have never been officially stocked in the lake (see changes to text in Final EIS 
Section 3.4.4.2). In all likelihood, the lake was stocked immediately after construction or bass 
were introduced sometime thereafter by sport fisherman (Medeiros, pers. comm. 2009). These 
species have subsequently been found in the lower Santa Ynez River and were presumably 
washed downstream from Cachuma Lake during spill events or other water releases (AMC 
2008). Largemouth bass and other centrarchid species have been observed in the lower Santa 
Ynez River during all years of recent fish surveys (Tim Robinson, pers. comm. 2009). Several 
large pools within this stream segment provide habitat suitable for bass survival, spawning, and 
juvenile rearing. It is assumed that largemouth bass are able to successfully reproduce in the 
lower Santa Ynez River. However, no studies have been conducted to determine the extent of the 
bass population in the river or whether successful reproduction is occurring within this reach.  

Bass are important game fish, and studies have shown that they often prey on juvenile salmonids. 
Naughton and Bennett (2004) found that juvenile salmonids accounted for between 5 and 11 
percent of the diet of smallmouth bass in Lower Granite Reservoir on the Snake River.  The 
highest incidences of predation occurred when smallmouth bass and juvenile Pacific salmonids 
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coexisted within littoral areas. A similar study in the Lake Washington basin found that juvenile 
salmonids accounted for up to 50 percent of the diet of smallmouth bass at times (Tabor et al. 
2007). However, this report estimated that mortality rates of juvenile salmonids resulting from 
bass predation were less than 1 percent of the production of young-of-the-year salmonids. This 
report concluded that predation by smallmouth and largemouth bass has a minor impact on 
Chinook salmon (O. tshawytscha) and other salmonid populations in the Lake Washington 
system (Tabor et al. 2007). The study referenced in the comment relates to predation of juvenile 
salmonids, specifically winter-run Chinook salmon, by striped bass (Morone saxatilis) in the 
Sacramento River (Lindley at al. 2003). However, striped bass and Chinook salmon do not occur 
within Cachuma Lake or the lower Santa Ynez River, making this reference less than ideal.   

While these studies are important and provide valuable information regarding the effects of 
nonnative predatory fish on salmonid populations, they are not comparable to the issues at 
Cachuma Lake and the lower Santa Ynez River. All of these studies measured the effect on 
juvenile Chinook salmon and other Pacific salmon species rather than steelhead. Juveniles of 
these species tend to emigrate downstream during their first year, when they are between 3 and 
5.25 inches in length (NOAA 2008). On the other hand, steelhead (the only salmonid species 
found in the lower Santa Ynez River), spend at least one full year and usually two years in 
freshwater before emigrating to the ocean as smolts, ranging between 10 and 25 cm in length 
(Moyle 2002). The larger size of steelhead smolts presumably results in lower predation rates by 
nonnative predators as they are migrating downstream. “In general, predation rates on 
salmon(ids) are considered by most investigators to be an insignificant contribution to the large 
declines observed in west coast populations. However, predation may significantly influence 
salmonid abundance in some local populations when other prey are absent and physical 
conditions, such as narrow river mouths or human-made barriers such as fishing locks, lead to 
the concentration of adult and juvenile salmonids” (NMFS 2000b).  

Steelhead tend to utilize different habitat types than nonnative centrarchids within river systems. 
Whereas young steelhead will typically be found in riffles, runs, and other fast-moving areas, 
centrarchids prefer deep, slow-moving water such as pools. Therefore, the opportunities for 
predation of young-of-the-year steelhead by centrarchids is limited to times when fish are 
moving through pools and other slow-water habitats or emigrating to the ocean as larger 
individuals. This migration takes place in the spring, and the fish are typically between 5 and 10 
inches in length around the time of migration (Entrix 1995).   

Predation on juvenile steelhead by introduced centrarchids undoubtedly occurs within the lower 
Santa Ynez River. However, these effects are not documented. Based on other studies, predation 
by centrarchids does not appear to be a major issue for juvenile salmonids. Due to the larger size 
of steelhead smolts and the different habitat requirements for the two types of fish, it is likely 
that predation is not a major impact on steelhead populations in the lower Santa Ynez River.  

The Preferred Alternative does not include a stocking program for bass or other nonnative 
centrarchids and therefore would not contribute to any future increase in predation that may 
occur downstream of Bradbury Dam. Predation control measures for any existing predation 
would need to be addressed as part of programs outside the RMP process.   
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Genetic Makeup  
The comment also raises the issue of the effects of stocked rainbow trout on the population of 
wild steelhead in the lower Santa Ynez River. Rainbow trout have been stocked in streams 
within the Santa Ynez River basin since the 1930s (Entrix 1995). The majority of historically 
stocked trout have been from northern and central California hatcheries including the Coleman, 
Whitney, Hot Creek, and Shasta hatcheries. However, some trout stocked in the Santa Ynez 
River have been from out of state, including strains from Wyoming, Virginia, Washington, and 
British Columbia.  

Before the issuance of the Draft RMP/EIS, two sources of trout were used for stocking Cachuma 
Lake: the CDFG planted trout from the Fillmore Hatchery, and the County of Santa Barbara 
planted trout from the Calaveras Trout Farm (CTF). Neither sources provide triploid trout, which 
have been modified through environmental means and are unable to reproduce. Trout planted 
from the Fillmore fish hatchery were composed of stock provided by a variety of hatcheries 
throughout California. As these fish were not sterile triploids, they had the potential to interbreed 
with wild populations of trout upstream of the reservoir as well as steelhead downstream of the 
dam. The CDFG has halted stocking of trout within Cachuma Lake due to a pending lawsuit over 
the genetic makeup of hatchery trout.   

The effect of hatchery trout on wild populations within the Santa Ynez River has been studied. 
Recent genetic analysis has been conducted on hatchery-origin trout as well as steelhead within 
the Santa Ynez River system (Nielsen 1998; Nielson et al. 2003; Greenwald and Campton 2005; 
Girman and Garza 2006; Garza and Clemento 2007). Greenwald and Campton (2005) found 
significant genetic divergence between fish in the upper Santa Ynez watershed (upstream of 
Juncal Dam) and those downstream of Juncal Dam. However, Girman and Garza (2006) found 
no substantial genetic differentiation between trout populations above and below dams in the 
Santa Ynez River. This indicates that populations of trout breeding in streams tributary to the 
dam reservoirs are recently derived from a common ancestral population with trout populations 
breeding below the dams. This also suggests that breeding populations in these upstream 
tributaries are likely dominated by trout descended from steelhead isolated above the dams 
following dam construction (Girman and Garza 2006). The discrepancy between the Greenwald 
and Campton (2005) results is likely an artifact of the weak power associated with using a single 
mitochondrial locus during the Greenwald and Campton study (Girman and Garza 2006).   

While the results of the Girman and Garza (2006) study indicate that trout raised at Fillmore 
Hatchery have not made a substantial contribution to reproduction in the populations of O. 
mykiss in the Santa Ynez River, this does not mean that there has been no introgression of 
hatchery fish into populations of native trout in this system (Girman and Garza 2006). It appears 
that reproductive success of hatchery fish is less than that of wild fish. During a study of 
summer-run steelhead in southwestern Washington, the success of hatchery steelhead in 
producing smolt offspring was only 28 percent of that for wild fish (Chilcote et al. 1986). 
Hatchery trout are different enough in life history and physiology that they do not successfully 
reproduce with naturally spawning fish (Garza and Clemento 2007). This may help explain why 
planted trout have not contributed to reproduction of trout populations in the Santa Ynez River. It 
is possible that some hatchery fish have reproduced successfully and contribute to the population 
within the system. However, a signal of reproduction of hatchery fish in the Santa Ynez River 
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appears to be largely or totally absent (Garza and Clemento 2007). Subsequent generations of 
trout produced by hatchery fish may have greater reproductive success and contribute to the wild 
population.   

Based on the results of recent genetic studies of steelhead/rainbow trout within the Santa Ynez 
system and other nearby river systems, it does not appear that hatchery trout have influenced 
wild population structure or genetics. This is most likely a result of the high percentage of 
hatchery fish caught within the reservoir, as well as low reproductive success of hatchery fish in 
comparison to wild trout (Chilcote et al. 1986). While hatchery trout may have some influence 
on the genetic structure of the Santa Ynez steelhead, it is not likely to be significant. Regardless, 
if all trout stocked with the Santa Ynez system were triploids, no reproduction of planted trout 
would occur. This would ensure that no mixing of genetics occurred between hatchery trout and 
wild steelhead.  

Reclamation will work with CDFG to determine the appropriate stocking program for Cachuma 
Lake. Section 4.4.7 has been revised to state that the Fisheries Management Plan will comply 
with the Recovery Plan for Southern California DPS steelhead and CDFG’s stocking program, 
and may involve stocking only sterile triploid trout in Cachuma Lake. 

R-1-19 
As stated in the response to Comment R-1-11, the Preferred Alternative would impose a 2-year 
phaseout of nonconformant engines. See text changes in Sections 3.1.2.1 and 4.1.3 for a 
discussion of boat emissions for newer conformant engines. Furthermore, the water quality 
testing regime identified in Mitigation WQ-1 would impose an accelerated phaseout of 
nonconformant engines by the local managing partner if pollutants are found to exceed state 
limits.  

Through 2009, none of the annual monitoring data at the William B. Cater Treatment Plant show 
detection of BTEX compounds that are associated with nonconformant outboard marine engines 
(Appendix A). Therefore, no evidence exists that current boating practices affect wildlife, 
drinking water, or downstream areas.   

The comment states that prohibition of 2-cycle engines at other lakes in the state could result in a 
concentration of these boats at Cachuma Lake and a higher level of pollutants than is anticipated 
by the Draft EIS. Again, any potential impacts would be eliminated once the 2-year phaseout is 
in effect, and Mitigation WQ-1 allows for a shorter phaseout if necessary to maintain water 
quality. Moreover, the Preferred Alternative would not expand boating beyond No Action 
conditions—the motorized boat density would remain at 40 (BAOT) at minimum pool and 120 
BAOT at maximum pool.   

Reclamation acknowledges that actions under the RMP could affect downstream conditions and 
considers the Preferred Alternative to be protective of water quality. 
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R-1-20 
No body contact would be allowed under the Preferred Alternative; therefore, the impacts 
associated with body contact described in Section 4.1.7 (Mitigation WQ-5) would not occur. See 
the response to Comment R-1-12 in regard to water bodies that serve as drinking water reservoirs 
and allow body contact. 

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) would not increase equestrian use in the Plan Area; no 
additional equestrian trails or access is proposed, and the current permit program for equestrian 
access on the North Shore would continue. The Preferred Alternative would not expand cattle 
grazing in the Plan Area. Section 4.1.3 of the Final RMP/EIS has been revised to state that 
sanitary surveys and other water quality data indicate that levels are low for microbiological 
contaminants such as Giardia, Cryptosporidium, and enteric viruses that could be associated with 
animal waste. Additional water quality data have been incorporated into the Final RMP/EIS in 
Section 3.1.2.1 and Appendix A. 

R-1-21 
Reclamation notes the comment including the statement that "the balancing of recreational uses 
with water quality has largely been successful over the past 50 years.” The policy for building 
boat ramps and other facilities below the 760-foot lake level is that the structures must be 
compatible with being submerged for extended periods of time. The rationale for the policy is the 
issue of concern expressed in the comment, which is to prevent construction of facilities that are 
not compatible with being submerged for extended periods. Facilities below the 760-foot lake 
level elevation have either been moved or provisions have been made to protect them. Future 
facilities would be subject to the same provisions.  

A discussion of the April 2005 MOU has been added to the end of Final EIS Section 1.1. Text 
has been added to Section 3.9.2.2 to reference the construction of the new boat ramp. Sections 
3.11.1.6 and 3.11.1.7 have been revised to mention the construction of the gabion basket barrier 
wall around the water treatment facility and the findings of the 2005 Stetson Engineers survey, 
respectively.   

Additional information about the Environmental Impact Report: Consideration of Modifications 
to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s Water Right Permits 11308 and 11310 (Applications 11331 
and 11332) to Protect Public Trust Values and Downstream Water Rights on the Santa Ynez 
River below Bradbury Dam (Cachuma Reservoir)) has been added to Section 1.1.4. The 
environmental process for the proposed flow modifications is separate from the evaluation 
presented in the RMP/EIS, which is limited to the implementation of a Resource Management 
Plan for Cachuma Lake.  

The issue of funding the relocation of the water treatment plant and other infrastructure is not 
related to the purpose or implementation of the RMP. Funding for such improvements are being 
sought separately by the County and Reclamation. 
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R-1-22 
As stated in Section 2.4.2.1, existing uses or new or modified recreational uses would be 
considered based on the availability of sufficient funding. The responsibility for funding, 
designing, and implementing (or constructing) the management actions and improvement 
projects under the RMP will be specified in an agreement with the local managing partner. 
Funding sources are discussed in the response to Comment F-1-15.  

See the response to Comment R-1-21 in regard to the issue of funding the relocation of the water 
treatment plant and other infrastructure.  

Any potential recreational facilities proposed in this RMP or other Plan Area facilities will be 
located above the surcharge zone (760-foot lake level elevation) or be compatible with being 
submerged for extended periods. Any new construction, relocations, or improvements would be 
compatible with the management actions under the Preferred Alternative. 

R-1-23 
Section 3.11.1.6 of the EIS states that the County Park is within the ID #1 service area, and water 
supply for the Park is purchased from ID #1. The Final EIS has been revised to clarify that 
potable water for the rest of the Plan Area comes from Cachuma Lake as allocated to Santa 
Barbara County.  

As noted in the comment, Reclamation has filed petitions to conform the authorized places of 
uses for permitted applications to the district boundaries and to make the authorized purposes of 
use common to the permitted applications, but the SWRCB has not yet issued an order approving 
those requested changes. Over the RMP’s planning horizon, a demand for more water as a result 
of RMP activities or facilities could be addressed when the SWRCB approves the place of use 
changes; in addition, the existing well, existing storage tank, and filtration plant that is being 
constructed near Live Oak Camp could be a source for future water supply. An increase in 
consumptive water use for future projects at Live Oak Camp would have to be addressed in site-
specific environmental review. 

R-1-24 
Discussions of cumulative impacts are provided for each resource area evaluated in the EIS, 
except those for which no cumulative impacts have been identified. Additional information has 
been added to the cumulative impact discussions for water quality (Section 4.1.7), air quality 
(Section 4.2.7), and biological resources (Section 4.4.7) as a result of public comments on the 
Draft EIS. Specific issues raised in Comments R-1-25 and R-1-26 are addressed in the responses 
to those comments, below.   

Reclamation believes the level of analysis and scope of the cumulative impacts discussions are 
commensurate with the potential impacts, the resources affected, and the scale of the proposed 
actions. The EIS analysis of impacts from potential management actions is programmatic, as 
stated in Section 1.2, and therefore any future actions that would result in new facilities, ground 
disturbances, or environmental impacts beyond the programmatic analysis provided would be 
subject to subsequent environmental review, including assessment of cumulative impacts.  
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R-1-25 
No body contact would be allowed under the Preferred Alternative; therefore, the impacts 
associated with body contact described in Section 4.1.7 (Mitigation WQ-5) would not occur.   

An infestation of invasive mussels at Cachuma Lake would have the potential to reduce or 
disrupt flows to water customers. Sections 4.1.3 and 4.1.7 have been revised to address potential 
effects to ID #1 water customers in emergencies, natural disasters, or failure of the State Water 
Project, when unfiltered water may need to be delivered from the historic Santa Ynez pipeline. 
Cost is addressed in Mitigation WQ-6 (Section 4.1.7). Additional discussion of the impacts from 
invasive mussels and reasonable mitigation has been included in the Final EIS, as described in 
the response to Comment R-1-17.  

R-1-26 
The comment that the Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District letter is incorporated by 
reference is noted. Please refer to the responses to Comment R-2 in addition to those listed here.  

The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions listed in the comment are addressed 
in the following locations:  

• Water rights releases – Final EIS Sections 1.1.1 and 1.1.2  

• Fisheries releases – Final EIS Section 1.1.4  

• Reclamation’s FMP/BO project – Final EIS Section 1.1.4  

• Fish recovery plan efforts – Final EIS Section 4.4.7  

See the responses to Comments R-1-17 and R-1-18 in regard to potential downstream impacts 
related to invasive mussels and steelhead, respectively.   

As described in the response to Comment R-1-8, the Preferred Alternative would not 
substantially expand recreation. See the response to Comment R-1-24 in regard to cumulative 
impacts. 

R-1-27 
This summary comment is noted. Specific comments about additional alternatives, further study 
and evaluation of impacts and mitigation measures, and other further actions are addressed in 
previous responses. 

 




